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〔会話例 1 J （カッコ内は沈黙の秒数〕








































































































































































































































































に危険な側面があることをH Garfinkelは強調した。コミュニケ ショ Y
とは，社会のメンバー同士が織りなしていくものなのである。
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M1zuka wa, Y oshifum1 
It has been more than twenty years smce“ethnomethodology”was 
introduced to Japan, and a substantial amount of ethnomethodological 
research is bemg conducted today. However, even to this day, a 
superficial understanding of ethnomethodology is prevalent This paper 
criticizes this situation in four steps. 
First, papers which demonstrate only superficial understandings of 
ethnomethodology are introduced and criticized. These papers are not 
based on concrete understandings of ethnomethodolog1cal study. 
Rather, the writers seem to allow their own shallow interpretations in 
directing their argument, which shows their“ethnomethodolo phobia” 
Second, the differences between ethnomethodology and other 
sociological perspectives are presented. The phenomenon of conversa-
tion is examined to demonstrate the analyzability of ethnomethodology. 
Third, H. Garfinkel’s experiments are closely re-examined to show 
how ethnomethodology differs from other soc10log1cal perspectives 
These perspectives treat human beings as“judgemental dope" whereas 
ethnomethodology has a totally radical perspective to human beings as 
“the social”． 
Lastly, this paper presents how ethnomethodology is different from 
the so called “meaning school" (symbolic interactionism, phenomenolo-
gical sociology, etc.) which has, as the object of its study, the meaning 
of the world as interpreted by the actor, or self. Ethnomethodology 1s 
interested m the method, how members accomplish their everyday 
activities, in its own right, rather than in the interpretation process. 
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